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To:   The  Finance  Commission  of  the  City  of  Boston 


We  submit  herewith  a  report  of  major  findings  and 
recommendations  based  on  a  survey  of  the  Suffolk 
County  Jail.  A   more  detailed  discussion  is  contained 
in  a  separate  report.   We  acknowledge  with  thanks  the 
assistance  of  the  officials  and  personnel  of  the 
courts,  the  Jail,  and  the  community,  who  cooperated 
in  this  undertaking. 

It  is  hoped  that  the  report  will  be  a  helpful  guide 
in  planning  for  those  persons  who  must  be  detained 
while  awaiting  trail  and  for  those  who  are  in  need 
of  correctional  care  and  treatment. 

Implementation  of  the  recommendations  will  present 
an  exciting  challenge,   NCCD  through  its  Massachusetts 
Council  and  its  regional  and  national  staff  will  hope 
to  be  of  further  service  in  this  regard. 


Sincerely  yours 


Director 


November  22,  1967 


INTRODUCTION 

The  Finance  Commission  of  the  City  of  Boston  signed  an 
agreement  v/ith  the  National  Council  on  Crime  and  Delinquency  in 
December  of  1966  for  a  study  of  the  administration  and  operation 
of  the  Suffolk  County  jail,  as  well  as  an  evaluation  of  the  factors 
affecting  the  size  and  nature  of  the  jail  operation. 

Planning  for  this  study  resulted  from  the  deep  concern  by 
the  citizens  and  officials  in  the  Boston  area  over  the  inadequacy 
of  the  facility  and  the  conduct  of  its  administration.  For  example, 
in  1963  and  19614-,  a  series  of  escapes  were  the  subject  of  headline 
news.   More  recently,  the  Finance  Commissioner's  own  investigators 
examined  the  business  affairs  of  the  jail.   Following  this,  NCCD 
was  asked  to  engage  in  an  in-depth  study  of  the  facility  with 
recommendations  for  change. 
Scope  of  Study 

The  object  of  the  study  is  to  evaluate  and  make  recommendations 
concerning  the  administration  and  operation  of  the  Suffolk  County 
jail  in  Boston,  Massachusetts,  commonly  known  as  the  Charles 
Street  Jail,   The  primary  focus  of  the  study  was  on  the  physical 
plant,  program,  administration  and  population  of  the  jail.   In 
addition,  police,  court  and  probation  practices  were  examined 
in  their  relation  to,  and  influence  upon,  admissions  to  the  jail 
and  the  length  of  time  persons  remain  in  the  jail. 
Method  of  Study 

Through  direct  observations  of  the  jail  operation,  interviews 
with  jail  administration,  and  review  of  replies  to  questionnaires 
submitted  to  all  staff,  operations  and  services  were  evaluated. 


vnr  ;• 


■i'^ »?¥•;>.'   ■&■?!%    lio'l 


.     ;  ii-r 


onlibi 


/  Ji.';-i  J 


d^Jv-i     ;Si: 


^/jBJT! 


'}'.5>?"!i'/iV..-/' 


a;;;!::: 


1     !  •-*  r  I ,  ■■ !  J  y-  < 


,'i'OC 


■..i  -4    ij 


rifc 


y'%i: 


Interviews  were  held  with  Suffolk  County  judges,  chief  probation 
officers,  and  selected  clerks  of  the  court  about  their  roles  as 
they  related  to  the  jail.   In  addition,  representatives  of  state 
agencies,  defense  attorneys,  ex-prisoners  and  representatives  of 
private  and  other  public  agencies  were  interviewed  regarding 
various  aspects  of  the  jail  operation.   The  major  sources  of 
prisoner-population  statistics  and  financial  information  were 
the  Annual  Reports  filed  by  the  Department  of  Correction,  With 
the  cooperation  of  the  Finance  Commission  staff,  prisoner  data 
collected  by  the  jail  personnel  in  1966  were  analyzed. 
Summary  of  Principle  Recommendations 

The  principle  recommendations  of  the  survey  are  contained 
heffeiA.  Only  the  iaost  significant  elements  are  considered  in 
this  part  of  the  report.   The  detailed  text,  which  will  be 
completed  in  the  near  future,  should  be  consulted  for  a  full 
discuss-ion  of  each  recommendation. 
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SUMMARY  OF  PRINCIPLE  RECOMMENDATIONS 

1.  THE  ADMINISTRATION  OF  THE  SUFFOLK  COUNTY  JAIL  SHOULD  BE 
DIRECTLY  ACCOUNTABLE  TO  THE  STATE  DEPARTMENT  OF  CORRECTION 
OR  A  CITIZEN  BOARD  APPOINTED  BY  THE  CITY  COUNCIL. 

Under  present  statute  the  sheriff  has  custody 
and  control  of  the  jail,  but  the  Commission  of 
Correction,  the  Mayor,  the  City  Council,  the 
Penal  Institutions  Commissioner,  the  City 
Auditor,  and  the  City  Director  of  Accounts  all 
have  various  supervisory,  management,  and  in- 
vestigative powers  with  regard  to  the  operation 
of  the  jail.   This  arrangement  results  in  con- 
flicting, overlapping,  and  often  unclear  responsi- 
bilities the  end  product  of  which  Is  an  inadequately 
administered  jail.  Within  the  present  admini- 
strative structure  the  jail  is  not  amendable  to 
improvement. 

The  diffuse  and  poorly  defined  accountability 

for  administration  must  be  clarified  as  an  initial 

step  In  improving  the  administration  of  the  jail. 

2.  THE  SUFFOLK  COUNTY  JAIL  SHOULD  BE  ADMINISTERED  BY  A  PROFES- 
SIONALLY TRAINED,  QUALIFIED  CAREER  ADMINISTRATORS. 

Once  the  administration  of  the  jail  is  trans- 
ferred, either  to  the  State  Department  of 
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Correction  or  to  the  locally  appointed  board, 

a  trained  career  administrator  should  be  appointed. 

Only  a  professionally  trained  administrator  can 
provide  the  staff  training,  expert  direction, 
and  effective  personnel  deployment  essential 
to  the  effective  operation  of  the  jail. 

3.   THE  SUFFOLK  COUNTY  JAIL  SHOULD  BE  REPLACED  WITH  A  PRE-TRIAL 
DETENTION  FACILITY  WITH  A  CAPACITY  NOT  TO  EXCEED  1^0  BEDS. 

This  capacity  estimate  Is  based  on  actual  1966 
rates  of  pre-trial  detention  and  does  not  take 
into  account  the  possible  reduction  in  detention 
rates  which  can  be  achieved  through  Increased 
use  of  release  on  personal  recognizance  and  the 
removal  of  alcoholics  from  jail. 

In  1966,  the  peak  jail  population  for  males 
awaiting  trial  was  1^6  persons.   The  minimum 
population  was  90  persons  and  the  average  dally 
population  was  125.   Thus  a  l50  bed  facility 
would  accomodate  the  average  dally  population 
plus  making  a  20^  allowance  for  peak  periods  of 
fluctuation  in  the  dally  population. 

Man's  concept  and  treatment  of  the  public 
offender  has  progressed  considerably  in  the 
past  century.   However,  the  persons  admitted  to 
the  Charles  Street  Jail  have  not  benefitted 
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from  these  changes.   The  structure  Is  a  massive 
array  of  single  unit,  double-occupancy  steel 
cells.   There  is  no  space  for  recreation  or 
exercise.   There  is  no  opportunity  for  personal 
supervision  of  the  inmates,  and  the  facility 
does  not  permit  segregation  of  different  classes 
of  offenders.   Escapes  have  occurred  with  in- 
creasing frequency  in  recent  years  due  in  part 
to  the  antiquity  of  physical  plant. 

The  cost  of  operating  the  jail  has  increased 
four  and  one-half  times  during  the  past  26  years 
and  is  still  going  up.   The  age  and  poor  state 
of  the  building  are  two  of  the  primary  reasons 
for  rapidly  increasing  cost.   Repairs  alone  cost 
$50,017  in  1965,  and  $i|3, 68O  in  1966.   Further 
expenditures  for  personnel  have  increased 
dramatically  because  the  design  of  the  building 
requires  too  many  employees.   The  expenditures 
for  salaires  in  1966  were  $526,501  of  a  total 
$726,591|  budget. 

The  Suffolk  County  Jail  serves  the  entire  county 
of  Suffolk,  but  the  total  operating  cost  is 
provided  by  the  city  of  Boston.   Approximately 
12/0  of  the  county's  population  does  not  share 
in  the  cost  of  operation  under  the  present 
arrangement.   Equitable  distribution  of  cost 
would  have  reduced  the  city's  expenditure  in 
1966  by  $87,120   (12^  times  $726,000). 
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J4.      THE  PRACTICE  OP  SENTENCING  PRIS0NEB3  TO  THE  SUFFOLK  COUNTY 
JAIL  SHOULD  BE  ABANDONED. 

The  primary  purpose  of  committing  offenders  to 
an  institution  should  be  for  corrective  treat- 
ment.  Such  treatment  is  not,  and  can  not,  be 
reasonably  provided  within  the  confines  of  the 
Suffolk  County  Jail.   The  House  of  Correction 
at  Deer  Island  is  the  local  facility  designed 
and  operated  to  provide  treatment  for  the  short- 
term  sentenced  offender  and  should  be  fully 
utilized  for  this  purpose. 

During  the  year  1966,  1,28?  persons,  or  20.6^ 
of  total  jail  admissions  were  sentenced  to  the 
Soffolk  County  Jail. 

5.   JUVENILES  SHOULD  NOT  BE  DETAINED  IN  THE  SUFFOLK  COUNTY  JAIL 
UNDER  ANY  CIRCUMSTANCES. 

In  1966,  119  children  between  the  ages  of  four- 
teen and  sixteen  were  detained  in  the  Suffolk 
County  Jail.   There  is  no  justification  for 
detaining  children  in  the  same  facility  with 
adults  who  are  awaiting  trial  or  are  convicted 
of  criminal  offenses.   The  Division  of  Youth 
Services  should  provide  detention  care  for  those 
children  requiring  secure  custody  prior  to  a  court 
disposition  of  their  cases. 
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6.  PERSONS  ARRESTED  FOR  PUBLIC  DRUNKEDNESS  ONLY  SHOULD  NOT  BE 
DETAINED  OR  COMBINED  IN  THE  SUFFOLK  COUNTY  JAIL. 

Alcoholism  has  for  many  years  been  recognized 
as  a  medical  problem,  but  the  indigent  alcoholic 
seldom  receives  benefits  of  medical  care.   This 
is  certainly  the  circumstance  in  Suffolk  County, 
Massachusetts . 

In  1966,-  1,010  persons  of  1,281  total  receiving 
sentences  to  the  jail  were  committed  on  convic- 
tions of  public  drunkedness.   Another  178  persons 
received  jail  sentences  for  "offenses  against 
the  public  order"  which  is  often  the  equivalent 
of  public  drunkedness.   At  least  8,  and  probably 
9  of  every  10  persons  sentenced  to  the  jail  in 
1966  were  in  need  of  medical  care  rather  than 
punishment. 

7.  SUFFOLK  COUNTY  SHOULD  IMEDIATELY  SEEK  THE  COOPERATION  OF 
THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  MENTAL  HEALTH  IN  THE  ESTABLISHMENT 

OP   DETOXIFICATION  CENTERS  AND  TREATMENT  RESOURCES  FOR 
ALCOHOLICS. 

The  Suffolk  County  Jail,  nor  the  Deer  Island 
House  of  Correction  for  that  matter,  are  appro- 
priate for  the  treatment  of  alcoholics.   However, 
the  indigent  alcoholic  cannot  be  effectively 
removed  from  the  jail  and  the  House  of  Correction 
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until  the  community  provides  the  alternative 
facilities  and  services  required  to  provide 
treatment  for  him. 

8.  FEMALES  SHOULD  NOT  BE  DETAINED  IN  NOR  SENTENCED  TO  THE  SUFFOLK 
COUNTY  JAIL.   FEMALES  WHO  RECEIVE  SENTENCES  SHOULD  BE  COMMITTED 
TO  THE  MASSACHUSETTS  CORRECTIONAL  INSTITUTE  FOR  WOI^ffiN  AT 
FRAMINGHAM.   AN  IMMEDIATE  EFFORT  SHOULD  BE  MADE  TO  WORK  OUT 

AN  AGREEMENT  WITH  MIDDLESEX  COUNTY  WHEREBY  UNSENTENCED 
FEMALES  CAN  BE  DETAINED  IN  THE  NEW  MIDDLESEX  COUNTY  FACILITY. 

There  were  608  females  admitted  to  the  jail 
in  1966  --  l5U  to  serve  sentences  which  averaged 
30  days  each  and  [j.5U  to  await  trial.   The  por- 
tion of  the  jail  used  to  detain  female  Inmates 
Is  separate  from  the  main  building,  cleaner, 
In  better  repair,  and  better  staffed  than  the 
main  jail  building  but  is  still  below  the 
minimum  standards  for  detention  facilities. 

9.  RELEASE  ON  PERSONAL  RECOGNIZANCE  SHOULD  BE  UTILIZED  TO  THE 
MAXIMUM  EXTENT  POSSIBLE, 

The  Massachusetts  Ball  Reform  Act,  Chapter  681 
of  the  Acts  of  1966,  which  expires  July  1968, 
should  be  continued  indefinitely  and  efforts  to 

Inform  ball  setting  authorities  In  Suffolk  County 
of  the  provisions  of  this  act  should  be  Intensified. 
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Release  on  personal  recognizance  is  not  just 
a  means  of  achieving  equal  justice  for  the  poor 
under  the  law.   It  is  also  an  effective  means  of 
reducing  the  variable  cost  of  pre-trial  detention 
and  neutralizing  the  destructive  effects  of 
removing  the  wage  earner  from  the  community. 

Recent  studies  conducted  by  the  Massachusetts 
Council  of  the  National  Council  on  Crime  and 
Delinquency,  the  ABCD  Committee,  and  the  Volunteer 
Defenders  Committee  have  all  pointed  conclusively 
toward  a  need  for  increased  use  of  release  on 
personal  recognizance  in  Suffolk  County.   In 
fact,  in  the  summer  of  1966  the  Volunteer  De- 
fenders Committee  Interviewed  a  sample  of  persons 
awaiting  trial  in  the  Suffolk  County  Jail,  the 
Norfolk  County  Jail,  and  the  Middlesex  County 
Jail  and  found  that  l8^  of  those  Interviewed 
would  be  eligible  for  release  on  recognizance 
employing  the  standards  of  the  Vera  Foundation. 
This  is  not  to  conclude  that  iQfo   of  the  persons 
awaiting  trial  in  the  Suffolk  County  Jail  could 
be  safely  released.   However,  It  does  permit  the 
conclusion  that  there  are  some  persons  awaiting 
trial  in  the  Suffolk  County  Jail  who  could  be 
released  if  bail  authorities  made  maximum  use  of 
release  on  personal  recognizance. 
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10.   THE  PATRONAGE  SYSTEM  OF  PERSOMEL  EMPLOYl^NT  PRACTICED  IN  THE 
SUFFOLK  COUNTY  JAIL  SHOULD  BE  ABANDONED  IMJ^EDIATELY  AND  RE- 
PLACED WITH  A  MERIT  SYSTEM  OF  EMPLOYMENT  DESIGNED  TO  PROVIDE 
TRAINED,  QUALIFIED  CAREER  STAFF  FOR  THE  OPERATION  OF  THE  JAIL. 

The  disadvantage  of  a  political  patronage  form 
of  employment  are  clearly  evident  In  the  Suffolk 
County  Jail.   Job  qualifications  are  not  clearly 
defined,  the  salary  is  low,  staff  training  Is 
non-existent,  absenteeism  is  high,  morale  Is  low, 
moonlighting  Is  high,  and  the  ratio  of  employees 
to  Inmates  Is  extremely  high  when  evaluated  In 
terms  of  service  provided.   The  size  of  the  staff 
continues  to  Increase  while  the  quality  of  care 
provided  persons  In  jail  declines.   This  phenomenon 
Is  not  the  fault  of  the  people  employed  In  the 
system;  It  is  the  fault  of  the  political  patronage 
system. 

12.   THE  CITIZEN  VOLUNTEER  EFFORT  IffilCH  HAS  ENRICHED  THE  TOTAL 

PROGRAM  OP  THE  WOMEN'S  QUARTERS  OF  THE  JAIL  SHOULD  BE  CONTINUED 
UNTIL  THE  WOMEN  ARE  TRANSFERRED,  AND  EXPANDED  TO  THE  REST  OF 
THE  JAIL  AS  LONG  AS  PERSONS  ARE  CONFINED  IN  THIS  FACILITY. 

The  volunteers  have  increased  the  library's 
resources,  provided  weekly  recreational  and 
educational  programs,  made  clothing  and  other 

necessities  available  to  indigent  Inmates,  and 
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provided  many  other  forms  of  help  for  the  Inmates 
of  that  facility.   The  kind  of  energy  and  creati- 
vity displayed  in  this  private  endeavor  is  des- 
perately needed  throughout  the  entire  facility. 

12.  ADEQUATE  PROTECTION  FROM  FIRE  HAZARDS   SHOULD  BE  PROVIDED  FOR 
THE  OCCUPANTS  AND  EMPLOYEES  OF  THE  SUFFOLK  COUNTY  JAIL. 

The  Federal  Jail  Inspector  recommended  the 
replacement  of  all  fire  extinguishers  six 
months  ago  because  they  were  obsolete  and  the 
acid  contents  posed  security  problems.   The 
extinguishers  were  removed  and  stored  in  a 
locked  room  and  have  not  been  replaced.   There 
is  absolutely  no  safety  equipment  imjnediately 
available,  vjhlch  in  view  of  the  design  and  age 
of  the  building,  constitutes  a  definite  fire 
hazard. 

13.  THE  POOD  SERVICE  OPERATION  IN  THE  JAIL  SHOULD  BE  UPGRADED 
TO  MEET  MINIMUM  STANDARDS  FOR  HEALTH  AND  ITOTRITION. 

Food  handlers  are  not  required  to  have  physical 
examinations  for  infectious  diseases  and  are 
not  required  to  maintain  minimum  personal  grooming 
habits.   Cooking  and  serving  utensils  are  in- 
sanitary and  in  a  dangerous  state  of  repair.  The 
building  space  and  the  machinery  used  in  food 
service  are  also  insanitary  and  poorly  maintained. 


XiV 


Inadequate  attention  in  menu  planning  is  given 
to  the  nutritional  requirements  of  the  Inmates 
being  served. 

li|.   THE  JUDICIAL  PROCESS  SHOULD  BE  EXPEDITED  TO  ELIMINATE  SHORT 
PERIODS   OF  DETENTION  FOR  UNSENTENCED  PRISONERS  VJHO  COULD 
BE  RELEASED  IMEDIATELY,  AND  TO  REDUCE  THE  JAIL  TIME  FOR  PER- 
SONS rao  CANNOT  BE  RELEASED  PRIOR  TO  A  COURT  HEARING. 

In  1966,  hSfo   of  the  unsentenced  males  admitted 
to  the  jail  remained  less  than  6  days.   Most  of 
these  individuals  could  be  diverted  from  the 
jail  prior  to  incarceration  through  prompt 
arraignment  and  maximum  use  os  ROR . 

At  the  opposite  exteme  \S%   of  total  jail  admissions 
spent  more  than  l5  days  in  jail.   However,  this" 
group's  average  stay  i-ras  39  days,  and  they  accounted 
for  60^  of  the  persons  awaiting  trial  in  the  jail 
on  any  one  day.   Prompt  arraignment  and  trial 
could  also  greatly  reduce  the  tim.e  spent  in  jail, 
thereby  causing  a  corresponding  decrease  In  the 
daily  jail  population, 

15.   THE  GREATER  METROPOLITAN  AREA  OF  BOSTON  SHOULD  DEVELOP  A  LOCAL 
COMMITTEE  ON  LAW  ENFORCEMENT  AND  THE  ADMINISTRATION  OF  JUSTICE 
TO  STIMULATE  COORDINATED  PLANNING  AND  DEVELOPMENT  OF  NEEDED 
SERVICES  AT  A  REGIONAL  AND  STATE  LEVEL, 
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The  jail  Is  only  one  facet  of  a  complex  and 
interdependent  group  of  services  which  make  up 
the  system  of  justice.   The  components  of  this 
system  are  in  dire  need  of  coordination. 

An  excellent  example  of  this  need  Is  found  in 
Suffolk  and  Middlesex  Counties  at  ther  present 
time.   Both  counties  need  pre-trial  detention 
facilities  for  adult  offenders.   One  centrally 
located  facility  could  meet  both  needs  at  less 
cost  for  a  higher  quality  service.   However, 
Middlesex  County  is  planning  construction  of  a 
multi-million  dollar  facility.   Unless  coordinated 
planning  can  be  achieved,  Suffolk  will  soon  have 
to  duplicate  this  effort. 
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